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Introduction
A central goal of U.S. social welfare policy is to ensure 
that all children have the opportunity to reach their full 
potential as productive adults. Yet it is increasingly clear 
that where children live plays a central role in determin-
ing their life chances. Children growing up in high-pov-
erty  neighborhoods,  with  extreme  levels  of  racial  and 
economic segregation and inadequate public services—
police, schools, sanitation, grocery stores—are at risk for a 
range of negative outcomes, including poor physical and 
mental  health,  cognitive  delays,  risky  sexual  behavior, 
and delinquency.1 The consequences for these children’s 
life chances—and for society—are severe: they are more 
likely than those who grow up in less distressed commu-
nities to drop out of high school, get involved in gangs, 
become teen parents, and less likely to be employed when 
they reach adulthood.2
Despite  the  importance  of  place,  there  has  been 
comparatively little research on the ways that the neigh-
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borhoods where children live affect their transitions to 
adulthood  or  on  the  characteristics  other  than  poverty 
that might influence their development. Even fewer pro-
grams or policies have tried to address the community 
mechanisms that might be causing such bad outcomes. 
Rather, the majority of research and policy attention con-
centrates on the individual child, the child’s family, and 
school settings, touching on many points along the path 
to adulthood, beginning with pregnancy planning, and 
continuing through pre- and postnatal care, early child-
hood development, schooling, and the myriad challenges 
confronting adolescents as they transition into adulthood. 
As a result, policies aimed at helping disadvantaged chil-
dren and youth tend to focus on individual families and 
children and on school-based reforms. Even the highly 
regarded  Harlem  Children’s  Zone,  which  does  aim  to 
address multiple dimensions of the broader community, 
has as its core a state-of-the-art charter school program.3 






































sCurrent research on neighborhoods 
and their impact on children and 
youth shows a strong correlation 
between concentrated poverty and a 
range of negative outcomes.
Part of the problem is a lack of research that explicitly 
ties youth outcomes to neighborhood factors, as opposed 
to parental or other household socio-economic variables. 
The Urban Institute has long been involved in trying to un-
derstand how places matter, and we have recently extend-
ed our focus to look explicitly at youth. Our view of how 
neighborhoods influence and interact with other factors 
to  impact  youth  draws  on  Bronfenbrenner’s  ecological 
systems theory of human development.4 Specifically, we 
believe that there are multiple layers or spheres of influ-
ence that affect children and adolescents as they move 
toward adulthood. These spheres include a youth’s own 
individual  characteristics  (e.g.,  self-esteem,  attachment 
to achievement in school, attitudes about relationships, 
aspirations, intelligence); family background (e.g., family 
structure, income, residential stability); school (e.g., staff 
to student ratio, mobility, proportion of children receiving 
free lunch); and neighborhood (e.g., concentrated poverty, 
large gang presence, high levels of social and physical dis-
order, weak social institutions).
So how does the neighborhood sphere influence youth 
outcomes? Current research on neighborhoods and their 
impact on children and youth shows a strong correlation 
between concentrated poverty and a range of negative 
outcomes. As  noted  above,  adolescents  growing  up  in 
neighborhoods marked by concentrated poverty are at risk 
for many negative outcomes, including poor physical and 
mental health, risky sexual behavior, and delinquency.5 
Boys are at greater risk for becoming involved in delin-
quency and crime, and there is much concern about the 
long-term effects of incarceration and disconnection from 
the labor market.6 Girls growing up in high poverty face 
gender-specific risks, including pressure to become sexu-
ally active at increasingly younger ages, with early sexual 
initiation bringing its own hazards: pregnancy, the risk of 
sexually transmitted disease, and dropping out of school 
to  care  for  children.7 All  of  these  threats  have  serious, 
long-term implications for the life chances of low-income 
adolescent girls.8 And because of these risks, parents are 
more likely to severely restrict girls’ activity and keep them 
close to home,9 limiting their ability to take advantage of 
educational  or  recreational  opportunities  and  placing 
them at risk for obesity.
Yet  the  mechanisms  that  shape  these  outcomes  are 
less well known, and our understanding of which types 
of youth outcomes are most sensitive to youths’ neighbor-
hood contexts are similarly limited.10 There are a number 
of  theories  as  to  why  kids  in  better  neighborhoods  do 
better, including: (1) higher levels of social organization or 
collective efficacy (the trust neighbors have in one another 
and their shared expectations) that promote monitoring of 
residents’ behavior and consequent reductions in threats 
of neighborhood danger, disorder, and associated condi-
tions;11 (2) stronger institutional resources for youth and 
their families, including higher quality schools, youth pro-
grams, and health services;12 (3) affiliation with less deviant 
peer groups;13 and (4) higher levels of parental well-being 
and behavior that promote positive family functioning.14
But other aspects of the social and physical neighbor-
hood  environment  that  have  not  as  yet  been  explored 
may also affect youth outcomes in ways we do not yet 
understand.
Key Areas for Future Study
Further research is necessary to better understand how 
specific features of a neighborhood influence outcomes 
for  youth  from  various  demographic  backgrounds. The 
Urban Institute’s Program on Neighborhoods and Youth 
Development is dedicated to filling this gap in research 
and policy knowledge. Building on our past research, we 
have identified three key research priorities: (1) improv-
ing outcomes for adolescent girls in distressed neighbor-
hoods,  (2)  assessing  housing  and  neighborhood-based 
interventions  aimed  at  improving  outcomes  for  at-risk 
youth, and (3) supporting vulnerable youth and their tran-
sition to adulthood. 
Adolescent Girls in Distressed Neighborhoods
Previous research on the Moving to Opportunity for 
Fair Housing (MTO) Demonstration revealed some puz-
zling findings about the impact of place on adolescent 
girls.15 MTO was a unique attempt to try to improve the 
life chances of very poor families with children by helping 
them  leave  the  disadvantaged  environments  thought  to 
contribute to adverse outcomes. MTO targeted families, 
most of them African American or Latino, living in some 
of  the  nation’s  worst  neighborhoods—distressed  public 
housing—and  used  housing  subsidies  to  offer  them  a 
chance to move to lower-poverty communities. The hope 
was that moving would provide access to safer neighbor-
hoods with better schools. In these safer neighborhoods, 
adolescents—both  girls  and  boys—would  be  exposed 
to fewer negative influences like gangs and drugs, and 
should then be at lower risk for mental health problems 
and delinquency and other risky behavior. But, surprising-
ly, interim findings from the MTO demonstration showed 
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mental group in terms of mental health and reduced delin-
quency, but no comparable benefits for boys.16 Qualitative 
research intended to probe this puzzle suggested a poten-
tial explanation for these gender differences, specifically 
that for girls, moving to lower poverty not only meant less 
exposure to gang violence and drug trafficking, but a pro-
found reduction in fear of sexual harassment, coercion, 
and violence.17
Based on these findings, we theorize that certain high 
poverty neighborhoods are characterized by a coercive 
sexual environment (CSE), and it will be important to artic-
ulate the elements of CSE within neighborhoods; develop 
a measure of CSE than can be tested via a comprehen-
sive survey of adolescent girls; and create a measurement 
tool or index to assess community-level risk factors and 
allow practitioners to more strategically target interven-
tions aimed at the neighborhoods in which at-risk middle 
and high school youth reside.
Although CSE may influence many outcomes for youth 
of different ages, sexes, and race/ethnicities, we believe 
the issue is particularly important among adolescent girls. 
Adolescent  girls  in  high-poverty  neighborhoods  are  at 
high risk for sexual coercion and assault. Such victim-
ization  has  profound  long-term  consequences  for  girls’ 
overall well-being; thus, it is critical for prevention efforts 
to identify modifiable factors that can reduce the risk of 
victimization.  Evidence  that  poverty  and  disadvantage 
within  neighborhoods  correlate  with  intimate  partner 
violence and sexual assault highlights the role of neigh-
borhood environments; however, characteristics such as 
poverty  and  disadvantage  are  not  likely  to  be  causally 
related to such victimization. Rather, our qualitative evi-
dence from research on MTO strongly suggests the role 
of omnipresent sexual threats, sexual harassment, and a 
resulting climate of fear of victimization within many dis-
advantaged communities.
However, to understand how a CSE might lead to nega-
tive  youth  outcomes,  we  need  to  better  understand  the 
elements that make up a coercive environment, and then 
explore the role of a CSE in increasing risk for adolescent 
girls. The ultimate goal of this research is to provide guid-
ance for the development of targeted neighborhood-level 
interventions to reduce the CSE, and ultimately reduce the 
burden of sexual violence and coercion among female ado-
lescents. The hope is that in targeting CSEs, we can improve 
other critical outcomes, such as school completion and de-
laying childbirth until adulthood. 






































sHousing and Neighborhood-Level Interventions
A second key area for further exploration is the impact 
of housing and neighborhood-level interventions aimed at 
improving the life circumstances of very low-income fam-
ilies. Much of this research has focused on interventions 
aimed at families living in distressed public housing; these 
families are extremely poor and live in what are some of 
the most distressed communities in the nation. 
The Urban Institute’s five-site HOPE VI Panel Study ex-
plored the impact of the HOPE VI program, the $6 billion 
federal effort to transform distressed public housing into 
healthy, mixed-income communities, on residents’ lives.18 
Our research indicated that most of these families ended 
up using vouchers to move to communities that were less 
poor  and  distressed  than  their  original  developments, 
relatively few returned to the new developments, and a 
substantial minority ended up in other traditional public 
housing. Outcomes for children were a critical part of this 
research; our findings indicated that those who moved out 
of public housing benefited from living in neighborhoods 
that were dramatically safer, but as in MTO, did not move 
to areas that offered access to better schools or employ-
ment opportunities. Further, our research indicated that 
youth who remained in distressed public housing were 
experiencing higher rates of behavior problems and de-
linquent behavior over time—most worrying, this effect 
was especially pronounced for girls.19 We are currently 
conducting  follow-up  research  in  one  of  the  HOPE VI 
Panel Study sites, Chicago, and will have more evidence 
on longer-term outcomes for these families.
Vulnerable Youth and the Transition to Adulthood
The Urban Institute recently completed a project for 
the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning of Evalu-
ation at the U.S. Department of Health and Human Servic-
es that examined the role of different aspects of youth vul-
nerability and risk-taking behaviors on several outcomes 
for young adults. The project used data from the National 
Longitudinal Survey of Youth 1997 Cohort. In comparing 
youth  from  distressed  neighborhoods  with  youth  from 
more economically advantaged neighborhoods, research-
ers found that twice as many youth from distressed neigh-
borhoods fail to earn a high school degree than those from 
nondistressed neighborhoods. Similarly, youth from dis-
tressed neighborhoods are half as likely to be consistently 
connected to work or school between the ages of 18 and 
24 than their counterparts from nondistressed neighbor-
hoods. Finally, youth from distressed neighborhoods are 
more than three times as likely to have had sex before age 
13 than those from less-distressed communities. In future 
work, Urban Institute researchers hope to gain a better 
understanding of how neighborhood distress influences 
these outcomes and to identify modifiable neighborhood 
level factors that may affect youth at younger ages and set 
them down a path toward negative outcomes.
Conclusion
Many children who grow up in poor families in low-in-
come neighborhoods go on to finish high school and even 
college and escape poverty as adults, but too many do 
not. In particular, adolescents growing up in communities 
of concentrated poverty are at risk for a range of negative 
outcomes  including  teen  pregnancy,  sexual  victimiza-
tion, dependence on public assistance, and engaging in 
substance abuse and criminal activity. Although there is 
considerable research on the relationship between easily 
measured  neighborhood  attributes  (like  poverty  and 
male joblessness) and youth outcomes, recent work sug-
gests that previously underappreciated elements of many 
low-income communities may contribute to poor tran-
sitions to adulthood for adolescents. To date there has 
been little exploration of the connection between such 
pressures,  neighborhood  context,  and  youth  develop-
ment. We hope the work of the Urban Institute’s Program 
on  Neighborhoods  and Youth  Development  can  help 
fill the gap and give policymakers and service providers 
the information they need to improve the life chances of 
young people.   
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In comparing youth from distressed 
neighborhoods with youth from 
more economically advantaged 
neighborhoods, researchers found 
that twice as many youth from 
distressed neighborhoods fail to earn 
a high school degree than those from 
nondistressed neighborhoods.Endnotes
Community Change Initiatives from 1990-2010 
1  The full publication will be available in summer 2010.  For more information, 
see www.aspenroundtable.org or contact akubisch@aspenroundtable.org
Understanding the Different Types of Low-Income 
Neighborhoods
1  Elwood M. Hopkins is Managing Director of Emerging Markets, Inc. and Presi-
dent of the Center for Place-Based Initiatives.  Juan Aquino, Rudolph Espinoza, 
and Daniel Tellalian also contributed to this article.
2  Managing Neighborhood Change, A Framework for Sustainable and Equitable 
Revitalization (2006), Alan Mallach proposes a six-type classification system 
based on the condition of the local housing stock, homebuyer characteristics, 
and housing prices.  For each type, he specifies strategies for improving 
housing as well as the implications of these strategies on local residents.  In 
a 2005 study entitled, “Housing in the Nation’s Capital,” Margery Austin Turner, 
G. Thomas Kingsley, Kathryn L.S. Pettit, Jessica Cigna, and Michael Eiseman 
propose a new neighborhood typology for Washington, DC neighborhoods 
based on housing characteristics.  
3  The Center for Housing Policy uses a composite of data on subprime lending, 
foreclosures, and mortgage delinquencies to categorize neighborhoods ac-
cording to foreclosure risk.  Similarly, in Using Data to Characterize Foreclosure 
Markets, Phyllis Betts at the University of Memphis segmented five different 
types of home loan borrowers (in terms of their level of financial precarious-
ness and ability to absorb a mortgage) and characterized neighborhoods 
according to which of type of borrower predominates.  She then factors in the 
type of housing stock and general housing market trends, discovering four 
distinct neighborhood types: Classic Distressed; Transitional-Declining; Stable 
Neighborhoods of Choice; and Transitional-Upgrading.
4  In Contributions of Accessibility and Visibility Characteristics to Neighbor-
hood Typologies and their Predictions of Physical Activity and Health, a team 
from the University of Michigan and Detroit Health Department proposed nine 
neighborhood types in terms of health impact.  For each, the team correlated 
physical characteristics (housing density, sidewalk coverage, street configura-
tions, pedestrian pathways) to physical activity of residents and the prevalence 
of heart disease, diabetes, dietary cancers, and obesity.
5  In 2005, the USC School of Policy, Planning, and Development compared 
twenty residential neighborhood types in terms of the mobility patterns of resi-
dents.  They separated neighborhoods by their location in the inner city, inner 
suburbs, outer suburbs, or exurban areas.  The types are grouped according to 
clusters of traits that influence transportation decisions:  street configurations, 
access to freeways or public transit, local land uses, topographies versus level 
ground and so on.  
6  In How Does Family Well-Being Vary across Different Types of Neighbor-
hoods?, Margery Austin Turner and Deborah Kaye use data from the National 
Survey of America’s Families to classify neighborhoods as family environ-
ments.  The authors of Neighborhood Poverty: Policy Implications in Studying 
Neighborhoods, tackle a similar task.  In “Explorations in Neighborhood 
Differentiation” in The Sociological Quarterly, Donald Warren compares service 
utilization across neighborhoods.
7  In Sharing America’s neighborhoods:  The Process for Stable Racial Integra-
tion, Ingrid Gould Ellen examines six types of neighborhoods in various stages 
of racial and ethnic transition.  For each, she identifies a typical bundle of 
quantifiable factors (ethnic breakdown, tenure, and demographic shifts under-
way) and qualitative factors like overall social stability.  In Paths of Neighbor-
hood Change, Richard Taub, D. Garth Taylor, and John Dunham identify eight 
neighborhood types at different stages of evolution from decline to gentrifica-
tion to stability. 
Five Simple Rules for Evaluating Complex  
Community Initiatives
1  CCIs here are defined broadly and include community change initiatives, 
complex community initiatives, comprehensive community initiatives, and 
even comprehensive place-based initiatives.
2  Patton, M.Q. (2006).  Evaluation for the way we work. Nonprofit Quarterly, 
Spring, 28-33.
3  Weiss, C.  (1995).  Nothing as practical as good theory:  Exploring theory-
based evaluation for comprehensive community initiatives for children and 
families, in J. Connell, A. Kubisch, and L. Schorr (Eds.), New Approaches To 
Evaluating Community Initiatives: Concepts, Methods, and Contexts, Washing-
ton, DC:  Aspen Institute.
Understanding How Place Matters for Kids 
1  Leventhal, T. and J. Brooks-Gunn. (2000). “The neighborhoods they live in: 
Effects of neighborhood residence upon child and adolescent outcomes.” 
Psychological Bulletin 126; Leventhal, T.,  V. Dupere, & J. Brooks-Gunn. (2009). 
“Neighborhood Influences on Adolescent Development.” In R. M. Lerner & L. 
Steinberg (Eds.), Handbook of Adolescent Psychology (3rd ed.). New York: John 
Wiley and Sons; Sampson, R.J., J. Morenoff, and T. Gannon-Rowley. (2002). 
“Assessing ‘Neighborhood Effects’: Social Processes and New Directions 
in Research.” Annual Review of Sociology 28:443-478; Sampson, R. J., S.W. 
Raudenbush, F. Earls. (1997). “Neighborhoods and Violent Crime: A Multilevel 
Study of Collective Efficacy.” Science Magazine. August 1997 277(5328): 
918-24.
2  Johnson, Heidi. (2009). “Vulnerable Youth and the Transition to Adulthood: 
Youth in Distressed Neighborhoods, ASPE Research Brief.” Washington, D.C. 
The Urban Institute. 
3  Tough, Paul. (2008). Whatever It Takes: Geoffrey Canada’s Quest to Change 
Harlem and America. New York, NY: Houghton Mifflin Company.
4  Bronfenbrenner, Urie. (1979). The Ecology of Human Development: Experi-
ments by Nature and Design. Harvard University Press, 1979; Bronfenbrenner, 
Urie. 1989. Ecological Systems Theory. Annals of Child Development, 6, 
187-249.
5  Ellen, Ingrid Gould and Margery A. Turner. (1997). “Does neighborhood matter? 
Assessing recent evidence.” Housing Policy Debate 8:833-866; Leventhal, T. 
and J. Brooks-Gunn. (2004). “Diversity in developmental Trajectories across 
Adolescence: Neighborhood Influences.” Pp. 451-486 in Handbook of Adoles-
cent Psychology (2nd ed.), edited by R. M. Lerner and L. Steinberg. New York: 
John Wiley and Sons.  Leventhal and Brooks-Gunn, supra note 1; Sampson, 
Morenoff, and Gannon-Rowley, supra note 1.
6  Edelman, Peter, Harry Holzer, and Paul Offner. (2006). Reconnecting Disad-
vantaged Young Men. Washington, DC: Urban Institute Press; Holzer, Harry. 
(2009). “The Employment Problems of Men in Segregated Urban Areas.” In 
Margery A. Turner, Susan J. Popkin, and Lynette Rawlings. Public Housing and 
the Legacy of Segregation. Washington, D.C.: Urban Institute Press: 237-246.
7  Alan Guttmacher Institute. (1994). “Sex and America’s teenagers.” Author, New 
York; Albert, B., S. Brown, and C. Flanigan. (2003). “14 and Younger: The Sexual 
Behavior of Young Adolescents.” National Campaign to Prevent Teen Pregnancy, 
Washington, DC; Cooksey, Elizabeth, Ronald Rindfuss, and David Guilkey. 
(1996). “The Initiation of Adolescent Sexual and Contraceptive Behavior During 
Changing Times.” Journal of Health and Social Behavior 37:59-74; Tubman, J. 
G., M. Windle, and R. C. Windle. (1996). “Cumulative sexual intercourse patterns 
among middle adolescents: Problem behavior precursors and concurrent 
health risk behaviors.” Journal of Adolescent Health 18:182-191; Johnson, 
supra note 2.
8  Furstenberg, Frank F., Jr., Jeanne Brooks-Gunn, and S. Phillip Morgan. (1987). 
Adolescent mothers in later life. New York: Cambridge University Press; 
Kendall-Tackett, Kathleen A., Linda Meyer Williams, and David Finkelhor. 1993. 
“Impact of Sexual Abuse on Children: A Review and Synthesis of Recent 
Empirical Studies.” Psychological Bulletin 113.
9  Quane, James M. 2008. “Low-Income Female Caregivers’ Expectations for 
Their Adolescent Sons or Daughters in Disadvantaged Urban Neighborhoods.” 
Unpublished paper
10  Sampson, Robert J. 2008. “Moving to Inequality: Neighborhood Effects and 
Experiments Meet Social Structure.” American Journal of Sociology 114(1): 
189-231.
11  Browning, Christopher R., Tama Leventhal, and Jeanne Brooks-Gunn. 2005. 
“Sexual Initiation in Early: The Nexus of Parental and Community Control.” 
American Sociological Review 70: 758-778; Sampson, Robert J., Jeffrey D. 
Morenoff and Stephen Raudenbush. 2005. “Social Anatomy of Racial and Ethnic 
Disparities in Violence.” American Journal of Public Health 95 (2): 224-232.
12  Jencks, Christopher, and S. Mayer.  “The Social Consequences of Growing Up 
in a Poor Neighborhood.” In Inner-City Poverty in the United States, edited by 
Laurence Lynn, Jr. and Michael McGeary. Washington: Nat. Acad. Press, 1990; 
Leventhal and Brooks-Gunn, supra note 1.
36 Community Investments, Spring 2010    Volume 22, Issue 113  Brody, Gene H., Xiaojia Ge, Rand Conger, Frederick Gibbons, Velma McBride 
Murry, Meg Gerrad, and Ronald L. Simons. 2001. “The Influence of Neighbor-
hood Disadvantage, Collective Socialization, and Parenting on African Ameri-
can Children’s Affiliation with Deviant Peers.” Child Development 72:1231-1246; 
Elliott, Delbert, William Julius Wilson, David Huizinga, Robert J. Sampson, 
Amanda Elliott, and Bruce Rankin. (1996). “The Effects of Neighborhood 
Disadvantage on Adolescent Development.” Journal of Research in Crime and 
Delinquency 33:389-426.
14  McLoyd, V. C. 1998. “Socioeconomic Disadvantage and Child Development.” 
American Psychologist 53:185-204; Simons, R. L., Christine Johnson, Jay J. 
Beaman, Rand D. Conger, and Les B. Whitbeck. 1996. “Parents and peer group 
as mediators of the effect of community structure on adolescent behavior.” 
American Journal of Community Psychology 24:145-171.
15  Briggs, Xavier de Souza, Susan J. Popkin, and John Goering. Moving to 
Opportunity: The Story of An American Experiment to Fight Ghetto Poverty. 
Forthcoming, Oxford University Press.
16  Orr, Larry, Judith Feins, Robin Jacob, Erik Beecroft, Lisa Sanbonmatsu, 
Lawrence F. Katz, Jeffrey B. Liebman, and Jeffrey R. Kling. 2003. “Moving to 
Opportunity for Fair Housing Demonstration, Interim Impacts Evaluation.” 
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development; Kling, 
Jeffrey R., Jeffrey B. Leibman, and Lawrence F. Katz. 2007. “Experimental 
Analysis of Neighborhood Effects.” Econometrica, 75(1): 83-119.
17  Popkin, Susan J., Tama Leventhal, and Gretchen Weissman. Forthcoming. “Girls 
in the ‘Hood: The Importance of Feeling Safe.” Urban Affairs Review.
18  Popkin, Susan J., Diane Levy, Larry Buron. 2009. “Has HOPE VI Transformed 
Residents’ Lives? New Evidence from the HOPE VI Panel Study.” Housing 
Studies 24(4): 477-502.
19  Gallagher, Megan and Beata Bajaj. 2007. “Moving On: Benefits and Challenges 
of HOPE VI for Children Policy Brief No. 4.” Washington, D.C. The Urban Institute.
Tackling Payday Lending in California
1  This article is an excerpt from the study “Report on the Status of Payday Lend-
ing in California.” The full report can be downloaded at http://www.siliconval-
leycf.org/news-resources/publications.html#reports
2  Hermanson, Sharon and George Gaberlavage. (2001). “The Alternative 
Financial Services Industry.” AARP Public Policy Institute.  The San Francisco 
Municipal Code also uses the term “fringe financial services” to refer to these 
types of establishments.  San Francisco Muni. Code § 790.111.
3  Consumers Union. (1999). “Fact Sheet on Payday Loans” available online at 
http://www.consumersunion.org/finance/paydayfact.htm
4  Ibid.
5  California Department of Corporations. (2007). “Report to the Governor and the 
Legislature: California Deferred Deposit Transaction Law.”
6  Center for Responsible Lending. (2008). “Wealth-stripping payday loans 
trouble communities of color,” CRL Issue Brief (October).
7  California Budget Project. (2008).  “Payday Loans:  Taking the Pay out of 
Payday.” Available online at http://cbp.org/pdfs/2008/080926_paydaychart-
book.pdf
8  California Department of Corporations. (2007). “Report to the Governor and the 
Legislature: California Deferred Deposit Transaction Law.”
9  Logan, Amanda and Christian E. Weller. (2009). “Who Borrows From Payday 
Lenders? An Analysis of Newly Available Data.”  Center for American Progress.
10  Center for Responsible Lending. (2008). “Wealth-stripping payday loans 
trouble communities of color.” CRL Issue Brief, October.
11  Li, Wei, Leslie Parrish, Keith Ernst and Delvin Davis. (2009). “Predatory 
Profiling: The role of race and ethnicity in the location of payday lenders in 
California” Center for Responsible Lending.
12  California Budget Project. (2008).  “Payday Loans:  Taking the Pay out of 
Payday.” Available online at http://cbp.org/pdfs/2008/080926_paydaychart-
book.pdf
13  California Department of Corporations. (2007). “Report to the Governor and the 
Legislature: California Deferred Deposit Transaction Law.”  In 2006, the average 
repayment period in California was just 16 days, even though state law allows a 
repayment period of up to 31 days. See note 9.
14  A 2007 survey of California borrowers (see note 9) found that only 10.3% used 
payday loans to cover financial emergencies.  However, the Federal Reserve’s 
2007 Survey of Consumer Finance Services found that 29% of borrowers 
took out payday loans for emergencies. This discrepancy may be a result from 
the survey sample, the definition of “emergency” used by surveyors, or other 
differences in survey methodologies.
15  Skiba, Paige Marta and Tobacman. (2009). Do Payday Loans Cause Bank-
ruptcy? Available at http://ssrn.com/abstract=1266215
16  Ibid.
17  Campbell, Dennis, et al. (2008). “Bouncing Out of the Banking System: An 
Empirical Analysis of Involuntary Bank Account Closures.”  Paper presented at 
the Federal Reserve Bank of Boston Summer Workshop, Consumer Behavior 
and Payment Choice, July 2008.
18  Wilson, Bart J.,  et al. (2008). “An Experimental Analysis of the Demand for 
Payday Loans” Available at http://ssrn.com/abstract=1083796; Melzer, Brian T. 
(2007). “The Real Costs of Credit Access:  Evidence from the Payday Lending 
Market” Working Paper.
19  Brookings Institution (2006). “From Poverty, Opportunity:  Putting the Market 
to Work for Lower Income Families,”
20  Logan, Amanda and Christian E. Weller. (2009). “Who Borrows From Payday 
Lenders? An Analysis of Newly Available Data.”  Center for American Progress.
21  Li, Wei, Leslie Parrish, Keith Ernst and Delvin Davis. (2009). “Predatory 
Profiling: The role of race and ethnicity in the location of payday lenders in 




25  Consumers Union, National Consumer Law Center, and Consumer Federation 
of America. “Small Dollar Loan Products Scorecard” (last updated August 
2008).
26  King, Uriah and Leslie Parish. (2007). “Springing the Debt Trap: Rate caps are 
only proven payday lending reform.” Center for Responsible Lending.
27  Ibid.
28  Ibid
29  Griffith, Kelly, et al. (2007). “Controlling the Growth of Payday Lending through 
Local Ordinances and Resolutions: A Guide for Advocacy Groups and Govern-
ment Officials.”  Local efforts have largely focused on nuisance-type issues 
presented by payday lending outlets in order to avoid possible state or federal 
pre-emption issues.
30  California Department of Corporations. (2007). “Report to the Governor and the 
Legislature: California Deferred Deposit Transaction Law.”
31  FDIC. (May 2009). Small Dollar Loan Pilot Program. Retrieved from www.fdic.
gov/smalldollarloans
32  California Budget Project. (2008).  “Payday Loans:  Taking the Pay out of 
Payday.” Retrieved from http://cbp.org/pdfs/2008/080926_paydaychartbook.
pdf
33  Blank, Rebecca. (2008). “Public Policies to Alter the Use of Alternative Financial 
Services among Low-Income Households,” Brookings Institution and Univer-
sity of Michigan.
34  Ibid.
35  Hernandez, Alexandra. (2008).  “MAF launches innovative Cestas Populares,” 
available at http://www.missionassetfund.org/node/112.
36  Telephone interview with Haydee Moreno, Self-Help Credit Union (Apr. 30, 
2009).
37  See, e.g., Bank on California, http://www.bankoncalifornia.ca.gov.
38  FDIC. (2009). “Alternative Financial Services: A Primer” Vol. 3, No. 1. FDIC 
Quarterly.
39  See, e.g., Michael S. Barr, et al., Behaviorally Informed Financial Ser-
vices Regulation at 16 (available at  http://www.newamerica.net/files/
naf_behavioral_v5.pdf).
37 Community Investments, Spring 2010    Volume 22, Issue 1